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Highlights

The second year of the California Department of Education’s research study of the 430 schools in Co-
hort 1 of the Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP) yielded the follow-
ing information about the 80 schools funded by the federal Comprehensive School Reform Demon-
stration (CSRD) program and the 350 Action Plan schools funded with state general revenues. The
reader is cautioned that as this study lasts for three years, it may be too early for definitive conclu-
sions about the efficacy of these interventions.

Conclusions about CSRD Schools

The CSRD program seems to provide a co-
herent, focused structure for school reform.

CSRD schools appear to be improving their

Conclusions about Action Plan Schools

Action Plan schools tended to be in an
“awakening” stage in their first year of im-
plementation.

capacity for systemic school reform. 2. Nearly one-half (48%) of Action Plan
schools contracted with their External
CSRD professional development in reading/ Evaluators for school coaching in Year 1 of
language arts and in math is linked to student implementation.
academic needs and contributes to improved
teacher instructional strategies. 3. Perceived and actual district support for Ac-
tion Plan schools varies widely.
District assistance to CSRD schools tends to
be uneven and limited. 4. Professional development in Action Plan
schools tends not to be clearly linked to stu-
Some CSRD schools made strong API pro- dent academic needs in reading/language arts
gress; over one-half did not achieve their and in math.
API growth targets.
5. One-half of the Action Plan schools made

Recommendations about CSRD Schools

CSRD schools should continue school re-
form efforts, after CSRD funding ceases, to
improve student academic achievement, par-

their API growth targets in Year 1 of Plan
implementation.

Recommendations about Action Plan Schools

ticularly as measured by the API. 1. Action Plan schools may need more than two

years to build their school reform capacity
CSRD schools and districts should institu- and to improve and to sustain student aca-
tionalize comprehensive school reforms. demic achievement.
CSRD district staff should build the capacity 2. PSAA should be revised to include clearly
of school personnel to collect and analyze delineated roles and responsibilities for
data for on-site decision making to enhance school districts.
and extend school reform progress.

3. Professional development in Action Plan

schools should be linked to student academic
needs to enhance curriculum content, in-
structional practices, application of assess-
ment information, and student achievement.
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Introduction

California’s Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA) of
1999 ushered in a new era of

e  Accountability for improved student academic perform-
ance through the Academic Performance Index (API)

e Interventions in low-performing schools through the Im-

mediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program
(II/USP)

e Awards and incentives for improving students’ academic
performance through the Governor’s Performance
Awards (GPA) Program.

The California Department of Education (CDE) is responsible
for administration of each component of PSAA.

In addition, CDE research staff are conducting a statewide
research and evaluation study of the 430 low performing
schools that are participating in the first cohort of II/USP,
funded for the first time in the 1999-2000 school year. Fund-
ing for their participation comes from two discrete sources: 1)
state general revenue monies for 350 schools, and 2) federal
categorical funds under the Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration (CSRD) program for 80 schools.

Focused on implementation and impact, the CDE research
study is seeking to learn about the “value added” nature of 11/
USP (state funded) or CSRD (federally funded) participation
over the authorized three-year funding cycle. The operational
requirements of the two funding sources differ slightly in ap-
proach, but seek the same overall goals of school reform and
increased student academic performance.

In the 2000-2001 school year, the first cohort I[I/USP schools
entered their second year in the program. The CSRD
“implementation” schools were carrying out their second year
of implementing comprehensive school reform models to in-
crease student academic achievement. The state funded Ac-
tion Plan schools had completed an initial planning year with
an External Evaluator and were now implementing their indi-
vidual Action Plans designed to improve student performance.

This Research Summary describes findings from Year 2 of II/
USP program participation by the first cohort of schools. Also
included are overall conclusions about how Year 2 Action
Plan and CSRD operations have progressed and pertinent rec-
ommendations for subsequent cohorts of both types of II/USP
schools.

Contents of the Research Summary

Highlights

Introduction

Data Sources and Techniques

Characteristics of Cohort | CSRD and Ac-
tion Plan Schools

Study Findings

Implementation Findings About
Federally Funded CSRD Schools

Implementation Findings About
State Funded Action Plan Schools

Impact Findings About CSRD and
Action Plan Schools

Study Conclusions and Recommendations
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Data Sources and Techniques

CDE researchers used the following
three data sources to collect and analyze
Year 2 Action Plan and CSRD imple-
mentation and impact information.
These sources and analyses were almost
identical to those used in Year 1 of the
study.

1. CDE databases about II/USP
school characteristics and API per-
formance, Winter 2002

CDE researchers developed a profile of

Cohort 1 II/USP schools statewide. In-

cluded are school demographic features,

student achievement information, API
progress data, and GPA program status

(i.e. whether a school received an award

or not.).

2. Site visits to 21 II/USP schools: 9
state funded Action Plan schools
and 12 federally funded CSRD
schools, Winter and Spring 2001

CDE researchers revisited 21 of the

original 25 schools visited in Year 1.

These schools had been selected to en-

sure geographic variety (i.e. urban, sub-

urban, small city, and rural), ethnically
and racially diverse student populations,
grade-level variation (i.e. elementary,
middle, and high school), range of API

decile rankings (1 through 5), and varia-
tion in CSRD reform models and in 1I/
USP External Evaluators.

The site visits included two aspects.
First, researchers used interview proto-
cols consisting of open-ended questions
about common topics to collect infor-
mation from school and district admin-
istrators, teachers, parents and commu-
nity members, CSRD model providers,
and II/USP External Evaluators continu-
ing to consult with their Action Plan
schools. Second were classroom obser-
vations at each grade level in individual
schools, using an observation protocol.

3. Surveys of II/USP school and dis-
trict personnel, Spring 2001
Surveys to Action Plan school princi-
pals focused on the schools’ first-year
experiences with their individual Action
Plans. The two-page survey consisted of
30 closed-ended questions, with Likert
scale responses from 1 (high) to 4 (low),
and one open-ended question. The re-
sponse rate was 74 percent.

The surveys sent to CSRD school prin-
cipals inquired about the schools’ sec-
ond-year experiences with their reform

models. The two-page survey consisted
of 29 closed-ended questions, with
Likert scale responses from 1 (high) to 4
(low), and one open-ended question.
The response rate was 70 percent.

Administrative staff in the 131 Action
Plan and in 38 CSRD school districts
where Cohort 1 II/USP schools are lo-
cated also received surveys. These indi-
viduals are responsible for Action Plan
and/or CSRD schools in their districts.
The surveys asked about district level
experiences with Action Plan and
CSRD implementation and impact in
Year 2.

The two-page district administrator sur-
veys contained Likert scale questions, as
described above, and an open-ended
question. The survey for administrators
in districts with Action Plan schools
consisted of 31 total questions. There
were 29 total survey questions for ad-
ministrators in districts with CSRD
schools. The response rate from district
administrators with Action Plan schools
was 63 percent; from administrators
with CSRD schools, 55 percent. (Some
district administrators received both sur-
veys because their districts had both
types of schools.)

Characteristics of Cohort 1 CSRD and Action Plan Schools, 2000-2001

Using CDE databases, CDE researchers identified various characteristics of Action Plan and CSRD schools in Cohort 1 as well
as other schools in API Deciles 1-5. Table 1 displays the characteristics of Action Plan and CSRD schools in comparison and
contrast to each other and to other Deciles 1-5 schools.

Table 1: Characteristics of Cohort 1 Action Plan and CSRD Schools and Other Deciles 1-5 Schools, 2000-2001

(Characteristic

Avg. Number of Students
Tested

English Learners*

Socioeconomically
[Disadvantaged Students**

Non-White Students*

Fully Credentialed Teachers

CSRD Schools Action Plan Schools Other Deciles 1-5 Schools
622 557 678
44% 35% 36%
85% 69% 71%
92% 79% 81%
79% 86% 83%

* Weighted average of those tested

**  Weighted average of those included in API calculations
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There are observable differences across
the three school groups in terms of the
number of students tested in grades 2-11
for the 2001 administration of the Stan-
ford-9 (SAT-9) of the Standardized
Testing and Reporting (STAR) system.
On average, Cohort 1 CSRD schools
tested more students (622) than did Ac-
tion Plan schools (557). However, both
these groups on average tested fewer
students than did other Deciles 1-5
schools (678).

While Action Plan schools tend to
closely resemble the other Deciles 1-5
schools, CSRD schools differ from both

Action Plan schools and other Deciles
1-5 schools on the following character-
istics.

e On average, the percent of English
learners is greater in CSRD schools
(44%) than in Action Plan schools
(35%) or in other Deciles 1-5
schools (36%).

e CSRD schools also have a noticea-
bly higher proportion of socio-
economically disadvantaged stu-
dent on average (85%) than either
Action Plan schools (69%) or other
Deciles 1-5 schools (71%).

In terms of ethnic diversity, CSRD

schools have a higher proportion of
non-White students (92%) than Ac-
tion Plan (79%) or other Deciles 1-

5 schools (81%).

CSRD schools have a somewhat
smaller percentage of fully
credentialed teachers on average
(79%) than other Deciles 1-5

schools (83%) while Action Plan
schools have a somewhat higher
proportion (86%) than either of
the other two groups.

Study Findings

Findings from the CDE study fall into two categories: implementation and impact. Each category contains separate findings about
CSRD and Action Plan schools from their second year of II/USP participation.

The reader is alerted to differences in the implementation stages of the state funded and the federally funded II/USP schools. The

state funded schools, having completed a year of planning with an External Evaluator, just began implementation of their Action
Plans during the 2000-2001 school year. During the same period, however, the CSRD schools continued with a second year of
implementing their CSRD models. The study findings reflect these differences in implementation stages.

Implementation Findings About Federally Funded CSRD Schools

CSRD school site visits and survey responses from CSRD
school principals and district administrators provide substan-
tial information about the implementation of this federal pro-
gram at school sites and in school districts. At times the data
from the site visits and from the surveys conflict and are so
noted in this Summary. There are seven categories of find-
ings.

1. Implementation of CSRD Models

Site visit and survey data reveal that Year 2 CSRD school op-
erations were generally positive. However, there was notice-
able variation in CSRD model implementation depending
upon the type of model selected.

Site visit data indicate that implementation progressed in more
definite, visible ways in schools with structured, prescriptive
models (i.e. those that incorporate specific curricula or in-
structional approaches, such as Success For All, Direct In-
struction, etc.) than in schools with general, process-oriented

The median number of full-time equivalent (FTE)
days spent on-site by CSRD model providers
during the 2000-2001 school year was 10.5, with a

range from 1 to 100 days.

models (i.e. those that focus on revision of school operations
such as staff development or school governance, such as Coa-
lition of Essential Schools, Ventures, etc.). This variation was
especially true in terms of curricular and instructional changes
and for schools with relatively inexperienced teachers.

Survey data yield the following information.

e Nearly all (96%) of CSRD schools retained the same
CSRD model from Year 1 to Year 2. (Those schools that
did change their CSRD model providers did so with CDE
approval.)

e 93 percent of principals agreed (68 % strongly) that their
schools closely followed the format of their respective
CSRD models. (Fidelity to the chosen model enhances
the probability of attaining expected results.)

e 82 percent of principals and 100 percent of district ad-
ministrators strongly or somewhat agreed that CSRD im-
plementation at their schools progressed with no major
difficulties.

Site visit data indicate that CSRD model providers generally
provided on-site training and support services that were help-
ful to school staff responsible for implementing model com-
ponents. The following survey responses support the preced-
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ing site visit information.

85 percent of principals and 100 percent of district ad-
ministrators responded that their CSRD model providers
collaborated closely with their schools to carry out Year 2
CSRD activities.

89 percent of principals and 100 percent of district ad-
ministrators agreed that their CSRD model providers ful-
filled all terms of their Year 2 contracts for services.

76 percent of principals and 80 percent of district admin-
istrators reported that their CSRD models provided assis-

tance and direction about enhancing their schools’ gov-
ernance structures.

91 percent of principals and 90 percent of district admin-
istrators indicated that their schools’ governance struc-
tures had become more inclusive than before their CSRD
models were implemented.

89 percent of principals and 91 percent of district admin-
istrators reported that their school staffs were highly sat-
isfied, to date, with the services of their CSRD model
providers.

Figure 1. Characteristics of Year 2 CSRD Model Implementation, 2000-2001

Collaboration with Schools

Fulfillment of Contract Terms

Sehool Govemnance Assistance h

School Governance Inclusiveness

e M

60%

70% 80%

90% 100%

’ OPrincipals

H District Administrators ‘

Source: CSRD Principal and District Administrator Surveys, Spring 2001

Site visits also reveal two other factors
about CSRD model implementation in
Year 2. First, instability of administra-
tive leadership at the school or district
level was a barrier to CSRD model im-
plementation in some schools. Second
was that CSRD-related whole-school
reforms appeared more difficult to im-
plement in middle and high schools than
in elementary schools.

2. Professional Development
Professional development is a major
emphasis in the CSRD program. Site
visit data document the usefulness of
professional development to CSRD
schools in the following ways.

e  Professional development in CSRD
schools directly addressed specific
school and student academic needs
unlike generically directed offer-

ings from the district level.

e  Professional development in CSRD
schools enabled teachers to assume
more leadership roles in instruction,
decision-making, and school gov-
ernance.

e In schools with more structured
CSRD models, professional devel-
opment contributed directly to
changes in curriculum and instruc-
tion.

CSRD survey data reveal the over-
whelming satisfaction of principals and
district administrators with the profes-
sional development offered by their
CSRD model providers. (See Figure 2.)

e 93 percent of principals and 100
percent of district administrators

replied that their CSRD models
provided professional development
directly related to identified student
academic needs.

96 percent of principals and 100
percent of district administrators
responded that the CSRD models
provided a clear focus for profes-
sional development in reading/
language arts; 90 percent of both
groups responded similarly for
mathematics.

95 percent of principals and 100
percent of district administrators
reported that their CRSD model
providers delivered instructional
coaching to individual teachers in
reading/language arts; 79 percent of
principals and 81 percent of district
administrators reported similarly
for mathematics.
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Figure 2. Characteristics of Professional Development Offered by CSRD Model Providers
in Year 2, 2000-2001

Related to Student Academic Needs

Focused on Reading/Language Arts “

Focused on Mathematics h

Coaching in Reading/Language Arts*

Goscting i Mathematic M
|

60% 70%

80% 90% 100%

|

OPrincipals

H District Administrators

Source: CSRD Principal and District Administrator Surveys, Spring 2001

3. Role and Support of the District

As school district involvement is a salient feature of CSRD in
California, both schools and their districts submitted a joint
application for CSRD funds, with district responsibilities
clearly delineated. Contrary to those expectations, site visit
data point to the uneven, sometimes limited, role of districts in
CSRD implementation.

There are two important findings about district participation
with the CSRD program in their schools. First, even though
California’s State Plan for CSRD required definite support
roles for school districts, there was little consistency in the
actual support districts provided to their CSRD schools. Sec-
ond, school districts were generally more proactive in provid-
ing data analysis and evaluation services than in providing
other kinds of support, such as eliminating barriers and lever-
aging funds for CSRD model implementation.

Survey responses largely support the site visit information,
with the exception of the first point.

e 82 percent of principals and 95 percent of district admin-
istrators indicated that their districts had eliminated barri-
ers to ensure effective implementation of the CSRD mod-
els selected by their schools.

e 83 percent of principals and 100 percent of district ad-
ministrators agreed that their districts had assisted schools
in evaluating the ongoing implementation of CSRD mod-
els.

e 83 percent of principals and 100 percent of district ad-
ministrators reported that their districts had assisted
schools in monitoring the progress of student academic
achievement as part of CSRD model implementation.

4. Parent and Community Involvement

Parent and community involvement is a significant element of
the CSRD program. Both site visit data and survey responses
substantiate its prominence and overall improvement at CSRD
schools.

Parent and community involvement appeared to be more ex-
tensive in CSRD schools using models that specifically em-
phasized this aspect of school reform than in other CSRD
schools. In a parallel survey finding, 82 percent of principals
and 90 percent of district administrators agreed that their
CSRD models had provided assistance and direction about
increasing parent and community involvement at their
schools.

Although parents generally were not familiar with specific
aspects of the CSRD program, they were usually supportive of
changes associated with CSRD model implementation and
understood their roles and responsibilities in this process.

Overall, 85 percent of principals and 90
percent of district administrators indicated

that parent and community involvement at
their schools had increased since their
CSRD models were implemented.
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5. Evaluation Design and Strategies

An essential element of the CSRD program is program
evaluation of both the CSRD process and its outcomes. Thus,
CDE required both CSRD schools and districts to describe
their respective evaluation plans in detail in their applications.

Site visit and survey responses indicate that CSRD schools
did monitor and evaluate CSRD model implementation and
impact in varying degrees. Unlike Year 1, there was consider-
able comparability in the information about this topic col-
lected in the site visits and through the surveys.

From the site visit data CDE researchers learned that most
CSRD schools depended on district or state-level assessment
data (STAR and the API) for evaluating impact on student
achievement. In addition, some schools used the assessments
built into their respective CSRD models to continuously
monitor student progress and to evaluate model implementa-
tion.

The following survey data largely support the preceding site
visit information.

e 96 percent of principals indicated that their schools con-
tinuously monitored implementation of their CSRD mod-
els; 95 percent of district administrators reported that
their districts continuously monitored CSRD model im-
plementation.

e 95 percent of principals and 100 percent of district ad-
ministrators reported that their schools used multiple
measures to monitor progress in student academic
achievement as part of CSRD model implementation.

6. Effectiveness of CSRD Models to Date

CDE researchers were interested in characteristics of CSRD
schools after two years of implementing their CSRD models.
Site visit and survey data suggest considerable effectiveness
of CSRD model implementation to date. (For the purposes of
this report “effectiveness” refers to operational changes in
such areas as school organization, governance, staff attitudes
and expectations, curriculum content, and instructional prac-
tices.)

Site visit data indicate that

e  Generally, CSRD schools were becoming more “data
driven” than before CSRD as a part of model implemen-
tation.

e Effective school change appeared to depend on the extent
to which teachers made a commitment to their CSRD
models and worked constructively with model providers.

e Reforms in specific subjects such as mathematics and
language arts progressed well in middle and high schools
with departmental support.

Principal and district administrator survey responses strongly
corroborate the site visit findings.

e 98 percent of CSRD principals and 100 percent of district
administrators responsible for CSRD concurred that,
overall, teachers in CSRD schools strongly supported the
implementation of the schools” CSRD models.

e 93 percent of principals and 89 percent of administrators
reported that the CSRD models matched schools’ needs
well.

The vast majority of principals (93 %) would
recommend their CSRD models to schools with
similar characteristics.

Similarly, 100 percent of administrators would
recommend CSRD program participation to other
districts with schools similar to their districts’
CSRD schools.




Page 8 RESEARCH SUMMARY

e Large, but varying, percentages of principals and district administrators reported that assistance from their CSRD model pro-
viders was beneficial to their schools in the areas shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Effectiveness of Year 2 CSRD Model Implementation, 2000-2001

et & Roading Language A M

Benefits to Mathematics

Benefits to Parent and Community
Involvement

Benefits to School Governance

T T T 1
60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

O Principals M District Administrators

Source: CSRD Principal and District Administrator Surveys, Spring 2001

e Principals and administrators indicated that implementing CSRD models contributed to improvement in teachers’ instruc-
tional strategies and to student and school performance as shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4. Effectiveness of Year 2 CSRD Model Implementation Regarding Teaching and
Student/School Performance, 2000-2001

Reading/Language Arts

Improved Teacher Strategies in
Mathematics

Positive Changes in Student
Academic Performance

Positive Changes in Other
Indicators of School Performance
(e.g., Student Attendance) I

T T T 1
60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

OPrincipals H District Administrators

Source: CSRD Principal and District Administrator Surveys, Spring 2001
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CDE researchers found six predominant

categories of survey comments from
principals and district administrators

about the major contributions and bene-

fits of CSRD to schools and districts in
Year 2. Percentages reflect the group-
ing of similar responses to open-ended
questions on the surveys. There is con-
siderable overlap in the responses from
principals and district administrators.

Selected quotes exemplify the contribu-

tions and benefits in each category.

Major Benefits to School
Districts from CSRD Pro-
gram Participation in
Year 2,2000-2001

Comprehensive strategies for
long-term change (12%)

“Focus on all aspects that are vari-
ables of student achievement—
professional development, parent
involvement, standards-based in-
struction.”

Professional development to sup-
port model implementation (12%)
“High quality, focused staff devel-
opment has resulted in greatly im-
proved collaboration within district
and professional community.”

Data-driven focus (10%)

“A focus on student achievement
has been developed and has resulted
in improved student learning.”

More effective classroom instruc-
tion (8%)

“The site has been able to increase
the number of intervention reading/
math strategies to reach more at-
risk students.”

Improved student academic
achievement (7%)

“School improved 73 API points
when comparing 1998-99 to 1999-
2000 scores.”

Parent and Community Involve-
ment (7%)

“Parent and community involve-
ment have increased as the school
developed a more positive leader-
ship environment.”

Source: CSRD School District
Administrator Surveys, Spring 2001

k;e

7. Capacity of Schools for Change

Site visits and survey responses suggest

that, in general, CSRD schools dis-
played a capacity for systemic school
reform during Year 2. However, this
capacity is coupled with an unclear pic-
ture of whether comprehensive school
reform will be institutionalized at the
schools after CSRD funding ceases.

Site visit data reveal that, in most cases,

participation in the CSRD program ap-

peared to improve schools’ capacity for

systemic change, particularly by ex-
panding teacher leadership roles and

responsibilities. Overwhelming percent-

ages of both CSRD school principals
and district administrators concurred.
Specifically, 95 percent of principals

and all responding administrators agreed

that the CSRD models are an integral

part of systemic reform in their districts.

However, site visit data reveal that,
overall, CSRD schools clearly needed
additional district and state-level sup-
port for leveraging resources to support
the long-term institutionalization of
comprehensive school reforms. Princi-
pal and administrator survey responses

vary noticeably from the site visit infor-

mation. Ninety-five percent (95%) of

administrators versus only 78 percent of

principals reported that their districts
had collaborated with CSRD schools to
coordinate funds to implement CSRD
models in Year 2.

Major Contributions by CSRD
Models to Schools in Year 2,
2000-2001

Specific instructional strategies and
techniques (17%)

“It [the CSRD model] provided a very
clear set of instructional strategies and
regular assessment information that en-
abled us to make mid-year corrections.”
Professional development to support
model implementation (14%)
“Ongoing staff development based on
instructional needs as determined by stu-
dent needs”

“Research-based and effective staff devel-
opment”

Consistency and focus across the school
(11%)

“[The CSRD model] has focused the staff
on developing schoolwide academic goals
that are meaningful and attainable.”

Comprehensive strategies for long-term
change (11%)

“The CSRD process, more than our model,
or model provider, has been our driving
force for school improvement.”

“To build capacity by implementing com-
ponents of CSRD to be self-sustaining at
the end of the grant”

Parent and community involvement
(7%)

“Students, parents, and staff are fully in-
volved in the school.”

Data-driven focus (7%)
“Focus on data driven assessment and
instructional adjustments/ interventions”

“We have learned to use data more effec-

tively to target areas of improvement.”

Source: CSRD Principal Surveys,
Spring 2001
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Implementation Findings About State Funded Action Plan Schools

School site visits and survey data yield considerable informa-
tion about Year 2 experiences in the state funded Action Plan
schools. In the 2000-2001 school year, these schools were
beginning to operate the Action Plans for school reform that
they had developed with their External Evaluators during the
prior school year. At times the data conflict and are so noted
in this Summary. There are seven categories of findings.

1. Implementation of Action Plans

There was considerable variation in implementation of
schools’ Action Plans according to site visit data and survey
responses. Site visit data indicate that

e  Schools varied widely in the amount of progress made in
implementing their Action Plans in the first year.

e Action Plan implementation progressed better in schools
with a strong principal or a staff person dedicated full-
time to this effort than in Action Plan schools without
such leadership.

Survey responses from Action Plan school principals and

The number of days that External Evaluators spent

on site at Action Plan schools in Year 2 ranged
from 1 to 40 days, with a median of 4.25 days.

Nearly one-half (48%,) of principals and 59
percent of district administrators reported that
their schools contracted with their External
Evaluators for assistance in Action Plan
implementation. (PSAA required Action Plan
schools to work with External Evaluators during

the first year of II/USP, subsequent work with
them was optional.)

Of these respondents, 84 percent of principals and
90 percent of district administrators agreed that
External Evaluator assistance was beneficial to
their schools in implementing Action Plans.

school district administrators with responsibilities for [I/USP
reveal the following information.

e 93 percent of principals and 94 percent of district admin-
istrators strongly or somewhat agreed that their schools
fully implemented first-year Action Plan activities.

e 93 percent of principals and 94 percent of district admin-
istrators agreed that, overall, teachers at their schools
strongly supported Action Plan implementation.

e 80 percent of principals and 82 percent of district admin-
istrators indicated that implementation of the Action Plan
progressed with no major difficulties.

Figure 5. Characteristics of Year 1 Action Plan Implementation, 2000-2001

Full Implementation of Plan

Strong Teacher Support

No Major Implementation
Difficulties

60% 70%

80% 90% 100%

O Principals H District Administrators

Source: Action Plan Principal and District Administrator Surveys, Spring 2001
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2. Professional Development

There are noticeable contrasts between site visit data and sur-
vey responses about this aspect of Action Plan implementa-
tion. The site visits indicate that in some Action Plan schools,
professional development activities did not appear to be
linked to identified student needs and priorities. In other Ac-
tion Plan schools, professional development activities were
well organized at the school level and were clearly focused on
school priorities, such as literacy or English learners.

Survey data sometimes contrast with site visit findings but
reveal fairly consistent responses from principals and district
administrators.

e 99 percent of principals and 98 percent of district admin-
istrators indicated that their schools’ Action Plans specifi-
cally included strategies for improving student academic
performance.

e 99 percent of principals and 94 percent of school district
administrators agreed that their Action Plan implementa-
tion included professional development activities based
on identified student needs.

e 98 percent of principals and 95 percent of district admin-
istrators agreed that the professional development activi-
ties in their Action Plans contributed to improvement in
teachers’ instructional strategies in reading/language arts.

e 85 percent of principals and 91 percent of district admin-
istrators agreed that Action Plan professional develop-
ment activities improved teachers’ instructional strategies
in mathematics.

3. Role and Support of the District

Uneven district involvement with their Action Plan schools
continued in Year 2, according to site visit and survey data.
From site visits CDE researchers learned that

e Many school personnel saw the role of the district in Ac-
tion Plan implementation as very limited, consisting
largely of moral support.

e  Although the PSAA lacks a clear defined district role in
the II/USP, some districts did voluntarily provide tangible
support to their Action Plan schools.

e The actual level of district support to their Action Plan
schools varied by:
-the size of the district (with large districts more
equipped to provide support than smaller ones)
-the structure of the district administration
-the availability of district resources, such as data
analysis and evaluation staff.

Survey responses contrast markedly with findings from the
site visits. In addition, the responses from principals and dis-
trict administrators vary widely on this topic. (See Figure 6.)

e 72 percent of principals versus 92 percent of district ad-
ministrators indicated that the districts eliminated barriers
to Action Plan implementation.

e 78 percent of principals versus 93 percent of district ad-
ministrators agreed that the districts assisted their schools
in monitoring student academic progress; 63 percent ver-
sus 92 percent replied similarly about monitoring Action
Plan implementation.

e 79 percent of principals versus 92 percent of district ad-
ministrators indicated that the district helped their schools
match funds for Action Plan implementation.

e 83 percent of principals versus 93 percent of district
administrators agreed that the district actively supports
systemic change at their schools.

Figure 6. District Support to Schools for Year 1 Action Plan Implementation, 2000-2001

Elimination of Barriers

Monitoring of Student Academic Progress*

Monitoring of Action Plan Implementation

Matching of Funds

Strong Support for Systemic Changej
v

60% 70%

80% 90% 100%

O Principals

HE District Administrators

Source: Action Plan Principal and District Administrator Surveys, Spring 2001
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4. Parent and Community Involve-
ment
A cloudy picture about parent and com-
munity involvement emerged from the
data collected. Site visits reveal that this
aspect of school reform remains a chal-
lenge for Action Plan schools although
improvement efforts are underway.

e Parent and community involvement
appeared to be one of the most dif-
ficult areas for Action Plan schools
to improve, even with concerted
efforts to do so.

e  Effective strategies in Action Plan
schools for broadening and
strengthening parent and commu-
nity involvement included parent
centers, bilingual communication
opportunities, and school linkages
to community-based health and nu-
trition services.

Survey responses suggest that schools
are addressing this issue and that efforts
have begun to alter the status quo.

e 99 percent of principals and 97 per-
cent of district administrators
agreed that their schools’ Action
Plans specifically included strate-
gies to involve parents and guardi-
ans.

e 83 percent of principals and 89 per-
cent of district administrators
agreed that Action Plan activities
contributed to an increase in parent
and community involvement.

5. Evaluation Design and Strategies
There are striking differences between
the site visit data and the survey re-
sponses about this topic. From the site
visit data, CDE researchers learned that

e Few Action Plan schools had their
own expertise or resources to ana-
lyze data in order to evaluate Ac-
tion Plan implementation and im-
pact, even when data were avail-
able.

e Lack of consistency in curriculum
and instruction at the classroom
level made it difficult for schools to
evaluate Action Plan implementa-
tion or impact—i.e. “to know
what’s working” and what’s not.

By contrast, survey data paint a differ-
ent picture.

e 94 percent of principals and district
administrators indicated that their
schools’ Action Plans did specifi-
cally include a plan to monitor and
evaluate Action Plan implementa-
tion and impact.

e 96 percent of principals and 92 per-
cent of district administrators
agreed that their schools continu-
ously monitored Action Plan imple-
mentation.

e 97 percent of principals and 93 per-
cent of district administrators indi-
cated that their schools used multi-
ple measures to monitor progress in
student achievement in the first
year of Action Plan implementa-
tion.

6. Effectiveness of Action Plan Proc-
ess to Date
Both site visit information and survey
data suggest considerable effectiveness
of the II/USP process to date in Action
Plan schools. (“Effectiveness” refers to
operational changes in such areas as
school organization, governance struc-
ture, staff attitudes and expectations,
curriculum content, and instructional
practices.)

From the site visits, CDE researchers
learned that II/USP status served as a
wake-up call for many teachers and
principals in Action Plan schools. Spe-
cifically, Action Plan development and
implementation raised school staff con-
sciousness about students’ needs and
their achievement potential. Yet, it is
too early to specify the changes that
have occurred in Action Plan schools as
a result of first-year Action Plan imple-
mentation.

Survey data below and on Figures 7 and
8 tend to confirm the site visit findings.

High percentages of both

principals (84%,) and district

administrators (96%,) agreed
that their school staffs were
highly satisfied with

participating in II/USP.

Overwhelming percentages of
both groups (94% and 97%,
respectively) would recommend
1I/USP participation to schools
and districts with characteristics
similar to their own.

98 percent of principals and 97 per-
cent of district administrators indi-
cated that their schools’ Action
Plans specifically included annual
growth targets at least as high as
those adopted by the State Board of
Education.

97 percent of principals and 96 per-
cent of district administrators indi-
cated that Action Plans included
academic objectives for a two-year
period.

97 percent of principals and 95 per-
cent of district administrators
agreed that the Action Plans clearly
focused on addressing overall stu-
dent academic needs.

97 percent of principals and 96 per-
cent of district administrators also
indicated that the Action Plans fo-
cused on specific strategies to im-
prove performance in reading/
language arts; 92 percent and 93
percent, respectively, replied simi-
larly about mathematics.

94 percent of principals and 93 per-
cent of district administrators
agreed that the Action Plan had fo-
cused the entire school community
on improvements to increase stu-
dent achievement in the first year of
Action Plan implementation.
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Figure 7. Characteristics of Action Plans, 2000-2001

High Annual Growth Targets]#ﬂ

Two-Year Academic Objectives

Focus on Student Academic Needs

mprovement Strategies for Reading/Language Arts [ —

Improvement Strategies for Mathematics

School Focus on Student Achievement

60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

’ OPrincipals H District Administrators

Source: Action Plan School Principal and District Administrator Surveys, Spring 2001

e  The vast majority of principals and district administrators dent academic achievement; 88 percent and 92 percent,
agreed that II/USP participation had benefited their respectively, agreed that there were positive changes in
schools in reading/language arts (98%; 95 %), in mathe- other indicators of school performance (e.g., student at-
matics (91%; 94%), in parent and community involve- tendance) in the first year of Action Plan implementation.

ment (88%; 92%), and in school governance (83%; 86%).
e 84 percent of principals and 95 percent of district admin-
e 91 percent of principals and 96 percent of district admin- istrators agreed that school governance had become more
istrators agreed that there were positive changes in stu- inclusive in the first year of Action Plan implementation.

Figure 8. Effectiveness of Year 1 Action Plan Implementation, 2000-2001

Benefits in Reading/Langusge %M

Benefits in Mathematics

Benefits in Parent and Community Involvement

|
|
I
|
|
|

Positive Changes in Student Academic Achievement

Positive Changes in Other School Performance
Indicators

Positive Change in Inclusiveness of School
Governance

|7
60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
O Principals M District Administrators

Source: Principal and District Administrator Surveys, Spring 2001
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CDE researchers found predominant
categories of survey comments from
principals about the major benefits of
Year 1 Action Plan implementation to
schools; from district administrators
about the major benefits of II/USP par-
ticipation to districts in Year 2. Percent-
ages reflect the grouping of similar re-
sponses to open-ended questions on the
surveys. There is considerable overlap
in the responses from principals and dis-
trict administrators. Selected quotes
exemplify the benefits in each category.

Major Benefits to Schools
from First Year of Action
Plan Implementation,
2000-2001

Unified the school on common pur-
pose or goals (12%)

“Having specific goals gives our stu-
dents and staff something to strive

7. Capacity of Schools for Change
Information from the site visits and sur-

Major Benefits to School
Districts from Year 2 II/USP
Participation, 2000-2001

Unified schools on common pur-
poses or goals (12%)

“Gave schools the opportunity to ex-
amine what is working and not work-
ing at their sites and to institute
changes.”

Focused the school community on
improving student achievement and
test scores (12%)

“Focus on student needs and improve-
ment efforts by entire school commu-

nily”

“Focus on academic achievement with
no excuses”’

Improved professional development
(8%)

“Learning more about effective in-
structional practices and programs”

Allowed for assistance or feedback
from External Evaluator (7%)
“External evaluator identified areas
where schools had blind spots and
staffs to address the areas.”

Provided funds and financial bene-
fits (6%)

“Alignment of resources to meet needs
of all learners”

Identified problems or needs (6%)
“[Action Plan] provides format for
reviewing barriers to achievement of
all students.”

Source: Action Plan School
District Administrator Surveys,
Spring 2001

vey responses point to the potential for
school change in Action Plan schools.
Following are the pertinent site visit
findings.

e A two-year Action Plan implemen-

tation time line may be too brief to

significantly build a school’s capac-

ity for change.

e  Many Action Plan schools saw 11/

USP participation as a turning point
for taking responsibility to improve

teaching and instruction instead of
blaming students or their families
for academic failure or lack of pro-
gress.

e Some Action Plan schools recog-

nized that Action Plan implementa-

tion must address both academic
and affective factors to create the
most positive school environment
for students, parents, and teachers.

This potential capacity for change is
reinforced by the following survey in-
formation.

e 95% of principals (72% strongly) as
well as 95 percent of district admin-
istrators (57% strongly) agreed that

Action Plan activities are an inte-
gral part of systemic reform at 11/
USP schools.

for.”

“School focus/vision is guiding the
decision making process.”

Improved professional development
(11%)

“Increased opportunity for profes-
sional development based on student
need”

“Providing professional development
for teaching staff to differentiate in-
struction”

Focused the school community on
improving student achievement and
test scores (7%)

“It [Action Plan] greatly assisted us in

the coordination of all initiatives to
improve student achievement.”

“Increased accountability for student
learning”

Improved teacher and staff collabo-
ration, communication, and team-
work (7%)

“The staff was pushed to collaborate
in order to understand the need for
change and how to implement [it].”

“For the first time in the history of this
school we have held collaborative
department and staff meetings.”

Provided funds and financial bene-
fits (6%)

“Made the lack of money not an ex-
cuse for why we can’t move forward.”

“Provided security in knowing there is
money enough to support steps neces-
sary to eliminate barriers.”

Source: Action Plan School
Principal Surveys, Spring 2001
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Impact Findings about CSRD and Action Plan Schools

CDE researchers analyzed the most current 2001 API and
GPA data for the CSRD schools and the Action Plan schools
in II/USP Cohort 1 as well as for the other Deciles 1-5
schools. Also included are data for all schools statewide.

The API is the component of PSAA, which CDE has used to
assess impact for both CSRD and Action Plan schools. The
API uses a scale of 200 to 1000, with 800 designated by the
State Board of Education as the statewide performance target
for all schools. The API measures schools’ yearly academic
progress both overall (i.e. all students) and for significant sub-
groups of students (e.g., economically disadvantaged, etc.).

Public schools in California receive a yearly API score based
on the performance of their students on the statewide assess-
ment tests. Each year CDE sets specific school growth tar-
gets, overall and for each significant subgroup. The overall
school growth target is calculated as five percent of the differ-
ence between a school’s API base score and the statewide per-
formance target of 800. Significant student subgroup growth
targets equal 80 percent of the overall school growth target.
PSAA also established a system of awards (GPA program) for
schools that met both their overall and subgroup API targets.
In the CDE analysis, there were 68 CSRD schools, 316 Action

Plan schools, 2755 other Deciles 1-5 schools, and 6359
schools statewide with valid API data. (Schools without valid
API data were not included in the analysis.) The purposes of
the data analysis were to determine

1. The school-level impact on student academic achieve-
ment after the second year of implementing CSRD reform
models

2. The school-level impact on student academic achieve-
ment after the first year of implementing Action Plans

3. Comparison of CSRD and Action Plan schools with other
Deciles 1-5 schools and all schools statewide with valid
API data in terms of meeting API growth targets.

Table 2 summarizes the 2001 API targets, growth scores from
2000 to 2001, and target attainment for the four school cate-
gories described earlier. Table 3 displays characteristics of
CSRD and Action Plan schools that met or did not meet their
2001 API growth targets. However, it is still early in the 11/
USP process to observe significant, sustained improvement in
API scores and to determine specific reasons for the school-
level changes noted.

Table 2: 2001 API Growth Targets, Growth Scores, and Target Attainment for CSRD and Action Plan Schools
in Comparison to Other Deciles 1-5 Schools and to All Schools

Average API Average API Average API Met Both
Schools Growth Target Actual Growth Score Targets*
CSRD (N=68) 14.8 points 20 Points 538 41%
Action Plan (N=316) 12.0 points 20 Points 588 50%
Other Deciles 1-5 (N=2755) 12.0 points 23 Points 583 52%
All Schools (N=6359) 7.2 points 17 Points 684 58%

*Met overall and subgroup targets for GPA eligibility.

Table 2 displays that the 2001 student academic achievement
in CSRD and Action Plan schools, on average, had the follow-
ing characteristics.

e The API growth target of 14.8 points for CSRD schools
was higher than the 12.0 target for both Action Plan
schools and other Deciles 1-5 schools, and especially
higher than the 7.2 target for all schools statewide. This
larger average target for CSRD schools compared to
other schools is due to the fact that CSRD schools tend to
be concentrated in Deciles 1 and 2 and thus have greater
API gains than Action Plan schools in order to reach the
API performance target of 800.

e CSRD and Action Plan schools both had 2001 API
growth of 20 points, compared to 23 points for other Dec-
iles 1-5 schools and 17 points for all schools statewide.

e Asaresult of their 2001 API growth, CSRD schools had
an average API score of 538 and Action Plan schools had
an average API score of 588, compared to an average API
score of 583 for other Deciles 1-5 schools and to an aver-
age API score of 684 for all schools statewide.

e In comparison to 52 percent of other Deciles 1-5 schools
and to 58 percent of all schools statewide, only 41 percent
of the CSRD schools and 50 percent of Action Plan
schools met both 2001 growth targets for GPA program
eligibility.
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Table 3. Characteristics of CSRD and Action Plan Schools That Met or Did Not Meet Growth Targets, 2001

CSRD SCHOOLS ACTION PLAN SCHOOLS
Number* | Average Average | Average API| Number® | Average Average Average API
d Growth Growth Scores d Growth Growth Scores
an Target | Points Made an Target | Points Made
Percent Points Percent Points
Met API
16.5 53.4 546 12.7 45.1 601
Growth 2§ 1509
Targets | (4170 |(81t038)**| (21t0133) | (40610 736) | (50%) (3t040) | (9to169) | (443 to 797)
Did Not
13.5 -3.2 532 11.2 -5.5 574
Meet APL [ 40 157
Growth (59%) | (5t028) | (-59t020) | (411t0699) | (50%) (3t036) | (-64t046) | (395 to 715)
Targets

* Schools with valid 2001 API data
**Range indicated in parentheses

CSRD Schools

Tables 2 and 3 and additional analysis reveal the following
information about the 68 CSRD schools with valid API data
(85% of the total number of CSRD schools in Cohort 1).

Action Plan Schools

e The average API 2000-2001 growth target was 14.8 .

points.

Tables 2 and 3 and additional analysis show the following
results for the 316 Action Plan schools with valid API data
(90% of the total number of Action Plan schools in Cohort 1).

The average API12000-2001 growth target was 12.0

points.

The actual API1 2001 growth, on average, was 20 points,
ranging from —59 to 133 points.

The average API 2001 score was 538, with a range from
406 to 736.

The CSRD schools meeting their API growth targets dif-
fer from those that did not by

- having a higher average growth target (16.5 vs. 13.5
points)

- making higher average API growth (53.4 vs.
—3.2 points)

- attaining a higher average API score (546 vs. 532)

The actual API1 2001 growth, on average, was 20 points,
ranging from —64 to 169 points.

The average API 2001 score was 588, with a range from
395 to 797.

The Action Plan schools meeting their API growth targets
differ from those that did not by

- having a higher average growth target (12.7 vs. 11.2
points)

- making higher average API growth (45.1 vs.
—5.5 points)

- attaining a higher average API score (601 vs. 574)
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Study Conclusions and Recommendations

The preceding findings about CSRD and Action Plan implementation and impact in II/USP schools lead to several conclusions
about their progress in Year 2 as well as recommendations for successive cohorts of II/USP schools. This Research Summary
highlights the conclusions and recommendations below.

Conclusions about CSRD Schools

1. Overall, CSRD models appear to provide a focused, co-
herent structure for school reform in Cohort 1 schools.

2. CSRD schools seem to be greatly improving their ca-
pacity for systemic school reform, particularly by ex-
panding teacher leadership roles, by focusing on stu-
dent academic data as part of model implementation,
and by improving parent and community involvement.

3. In the majority of CSRD schools, professional de-
velopment, linked to identified student academic
needs in reading/language arts and in math, is an
integral feature of CSRD model implementation and
contributes to improved teacher instructional strate-
gies and practices.

4. District assistance to CSRD schools primarily con-
centrates on data analysis and evaluation services
and less so on eliminating barriers and leveraging
funds for CSRD implementation and continuation
of reform efforts.

5. Although some Cohort 1 CSRD schools made strong
API progress, over one-half of the Cohort 1 CSRD
schools did not achieve their growth targets in Year 2.

Recommendations about CSRD Schools

1. CSRD schools should continue school reform ef-
forts in Year 3 of funding, and beyond, to improve
student academic achievement, particularly as
measured by the API.

2. CSRD schools and districts need to focus on ex-
plicit strategies for institutionalizing comprehensive
school reforms after CSRD funding ceases.

3. District staff should build the capacity of CSRD
school personnel to collect and analyze data for ef-
fective on-site decision making to enhance and to
extend school reform progress.

Conclusions about Action Plan Schools

Action Plan schools in their first year of implemen-
tation tended to be in an “awakening” stage regard-
ing necessary systemic change to expand parent and
community involvement and to take responsibility
for improved student academic achievement.

Nearly one-half of Action Plan schools contracted
with their External Evaluators for assistance with Ac-
tion Plan implementation, with a high percentage
(84%) of schools reporting that this assistance was
beneficial.

Perceived and actual district support for Action Plan
implementation varied widely across Action Plan
schools, with considerable dissonance occurring
among district administrators, principals, and other
school personnel.

The linkage of identified student academic needs in read-
ing/language arts and in math to professional develop-
ment priorities in Action Plan schools tended to be un-
clear.

One-half of the Cohort 1 Action Plan schools made their
API growth targets in Year 1 of Plan implementation;
one-half did not.

Recommendations about Action Plan Schools

Action Plan schools may need more than two years of
Plan implementation to build their capacity for school
reform as well as to achieve and to sustain improved stu-
dent academic performance.

PSAA should be revised to include clearly defined roles
and responsibilities for school districts to assist their state
funded Action Plan schools in all stages of the I[I/USP
process.

Action Plan schools should clearly link professional de-
velopment to identified student academic needs in order
to enhance curriculum content, instructional practices,
application of assessment information, and student
achievement.

The authors wish to thank the schools and districts that participated in this research study as well as the numerous colleagues at the California
Department of Education who assisted in collecting data for the study and in formatting this Research Summary. Additional copies of the
Summary are available on the CDE Web site: www.cde.ca.gov/ope/eval/ and by request to the Evaluation Unit at (916) 651-7186.




